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) ORDER GRANTING u ,_:

) RECONSIDERATION

) AND CLARIFICATION

This matter comes before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina (the

Commission) on the Petition of the South Carolina Telephone Association (SCTA) for

reconsideration or clarification of Commission Order No. 2001-1088, issued on

November 30, 2001.

We would note that Commission Order No. 2001-1088 rules upon, and grants in

part, the Petitions for Rehearing and/or Reconsideration filed by the Consumer Advocate

for the State of South Carolina (the Consumer Advocate) and the Southeastern

Competitive Carriers Association (SECCA).

SCTA notes that the second full paragraph on page 4 of the Order begins with a

discussion of SECCA's assertion that the Commission's orders in this docket do not

support the inclusion of a provision in the State Universal Service Fund Guidelines and

Administrative Procedures relating to a 66.67% cap on the amount a carrier of last resort

may withdraw from the State Universal Service Fund (USF) during the second phase.

Beginning on page 2 of Order No. 2001-1088, that Order noted that Commission Order

No. 2001-419 specifically adopted those parts of the SCTA proposal
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thatwerenot inconsistentwith thespecificrecommendationsadoptedin theorder,and

describedthebenefitsof thephased-inapproach.Thesepointsappearin Paragraph13of

OrderNo. 2001-419.This Commissionin OrderNo. 2001-1088goeson to reject

SECCA'sassertionthattile ordersissuedin thisdocketdonot supportthe inclusionof

this provisionin thedocuments,andstates,"We disagree,andholdthatthis is required

by paragraph22of OrderNo. 2001-419."

SCTAfurthernotesthatparagraph22of OrderNo. 2001-419doesnotrelateto

the issueof aphase-inof StateUSF,or cappingthemaximumamountsthat maybe

withdrawnin anygivenphase.Paragraph22concludesthat it is reasonablefor the

Commissionto requirethatresultsfrom coststudiesbeupdatedby eachlocal exchange

carrier(LEC)beforethatLEC's StateUSFwithdrawalexceedsone-thirdof its company-

specificamount.SCTA statesthatthis paragraphseemsto addresstheissueraisedin

point 3.bonpage5 of theSECCApetition,whereinSECCAassertsthatsimilar language

containedin Section9, bullet 7, page8 of theapprovedUSF Guidelinesis "new and

different" from prior versions.

Accordingly,SCTArequestsreconsiderationor clarificationof OrderNo. 2001-

1088.We grantreconsiderationandclarification.Clearly,paragraph22of OrderNo.

2001-419doesnot addressthephase-inof theStateUSF.Thisappearsto beascrivener's

error.Wethereforestrikethereferenceto paragraph22 fromthatparagraph.Wehold that

theprovisionsof Paragraph13of OrderNo. 2001-419specificallysupporttherejection

of SECCA'sassertionthattheordersissuedin this docketdonot supportthe inclusion

relatingto a66.67%capon theamounta carrierof lastresortmaywithdraw from the
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StateUSFduringthesecondphase.Clearly,we intendedto adoptthosepartsof SCTA's

originalproposal,includingmodificationsin theStateUSFguidelines,thatarenot

inconsistentwith thespecificrecommendationsadoptedby usin OrderNo. 2001-419.

We think thecapprovisionasdescribedabovefits into this category.

Reconsiderationandclarification is thereforegrantedasdescribedabove.This

Ordershall remainin full forceandeffectuntil furtherOrderof theCommission.

BY ORDEROFTHE COMMISSION:

Chairman

ATTEST:
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